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presumed. Burney v. Ball, 24 Ga. 505; Owens v. Mitchell, 5 Mart. (La.) 668. 
Although it is a settled rule of law that a purchaser will not he compelled 
to take a doubtful title there is some conflict as to what degree of doubt will 
relieve the purchaser. Best, Ev., p. 502. If the uncertainty of the title affects 
its marketable value, specific performance will not be decreed. Vreelamd v. 
Blauvelt, 23 N. J. Eq. 485; 3 Pars., Cont. (6th ed.), 380. In some cases the 
test is whether the doubt is a reasonable one. Fleming v. Burnham, 100 N. Y. 
I ; Dingley v. Bon, 130 N. Y. 614. The principal case is supported by Ferry 
v. Sampson, 112 N. Y. 418, but this case is considerably limited by Vought v. 
Williams, 120 N. Y. 260. 

Equity — Adequate Legal Remedy — Jurisdiction of Federal Courts. — 
Cable v. Insurance Co., 24 Sup. Ct. 74. — An action was instituted in a State 
court to recover on a policy of life insurance. The company filed a bill in 
equity, in federal jurisdiction, asking cancellation of the policy on the ground 
of fraud, alleging an inadequate legal remedy because of the administration 
in the State courts of laws unduly adverse to insurance companies and 
because a removal to the federal courts of the action brought against them 
would, under a State statute, subject them to a revocation of their license. 
Held, that the inadequacy of legal remedy alleged was not sufficient to warrant 
the federal courts of equity in assuming jurisdiction. Harlan and White, 
JJ., dissenting. 

Although the company, in removing the original suit to the federal courts, 
might suffer a forfeiture of their license, the court reasoned that, as the 
contingency was one of the complainant's own creation, they could not avail 
themselves of it as a foundation for equitable relief. There is a well defined 
tendency, however, to relax the strictness of the doctrine followed. Assur. 
Co. v. Ry. Co., 20 Law F. 422; Smyth v. Ames, 169 U. S. 466; Sullivan v. 
Railroad Co., 94 U. S. 806; Bank v. Stone, 88 Fed. 383, holding that equity 
can be refused only when the relief at law is as practical and efficient to the 
ends of justice and its prompt administration as the remedy in equity. That 
the company would suffer irreparable injury by a forfeiture of its license is 
incontrovertible. It is true that it might adopt the alternative of defending 
the original suit, but at the expense of renouncing an equitable basis of relief. 
Perhaps the doctrine most consistent with the principles of equity is that 
supported in the minority opinion. 

Exchanges — Property Right in Quotations — Protection in Equity. — 
Christie Grain & Stock Co. v. Chicago Board of Trade, 125 Fed. 161 (C. 
C. A.). — An Illinois statute makes it a crime for any person to keep a 
"bucket shop" or any place wherein is permitted the buying or selling of 
stocks or produce without the intention of actual delivery, and provides that 
any person or corporation who shall communicate quotations with a view 
to such transactions shall be considered an accomplice. Held, that, although 
the rules of the board of trade forbid dealing in futures, where the evidence 
shows that 85 per cent, of its transactions were in actual violation of these 
rules and of the statute, equity will not protect the property right of the 
board of trade in its quotations. 

It is well established that a stock exchange has a qualified property right 
in its quotations. Marine, etc., Ex. v. W. V. Tel. Co., 22 Fed. 23 ; Com. Tel. 
Co. v. Smith, 47 Hun. 494; Live Stock Com. Co. v. Live Stock Ex., 143 111. 
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210. But equity will not permit gambling in stock quotations. Bryant v. W. 
U. Tel. Co., vj Fed. 825. What effect rules of a board of trade forbidding 
dealing in futures may have toward relieving its quotations from taint of 
immorality, has given rise to a conflict of decisions. The earlier decisions 
seldom withheld the protection of equity; Metropolitan, etc., Ex. v. Chicago 
Board of Trade, 15 Fed. 847; and the Circuit Court, in the case under con- 
sideration, held that such rules presumptively free a board of trade from 
the charge of being a party to any illegal transactions upon its floors. A 
stipulation in the contract for delivery has the same effect. Beadles v. Mc- 
Elrath, 85 Ky. 230. But in Board of Trade v. O'Dell, 115 Fed. 574, and in 
Board of Trade v. Donovan, 121 Fed. 1012, it was held that where the evidence 
shows that the greater part of the transactions of a board of trade involve 
no delivery, the intention to permit dealing in futures must be presumed, and 
prohibitory rules which are not enforced will not be permitted in equity to 
screen the real nature of the transactions. The present decision concludes a 
long line of conflict and places stock exchanges, where the majority of the 
trade is in futures, on the same basis as bucket shops. 

Injunction — Railroad Tickets — Sale by Brokers. — Railway Co. v. 
Reeves, 85 N. Y. Sure. 28. — Held, that where defendants purchased the return 
portions of non-transferable round trip tickets from the original holders 
and resold them, thereby defrauding the railroad company, injunction would 
not be to restrain this traffic. 

A statute forbidding the sale of railway tickets by others than the duly 
authorized agents of the company is unconstitutional. Tyroler v. Warden, 157 
N. Y. 116. This, however, is not the prevailing view and the contrary has 
been held in several States. State v. Corbett, 57 Minn. 345; Burdick v. Peo- 
ple, 149 111. 600; Fry v. State, 63 Ind. 552. The contract of the railway 
company and the original purchaser in this case was that the ticket should be 
non-transferable, and a third party who wilfully induces one to break a con- 
tract is liable therefor to the party injured. Angel v. Railway Co., 151 U. S. 
1 ; Benton v. Pratt, 2 Wend. 385. A railway company is entitled to an in- 
junction to prevent ticket brokers buying the return portions of non-trans- 
ferable, round trip tickets from the original purchasers and re-selling them. 
Railway Co. v. McConnell, 82 Fed. 65. 

Internal Revenue — Oleomargarine. — Braun & Fitts v. Coyne, 126 
Fed. 331. — Held, that a food product made of leaf lard and beef fat, bathed 
in salt water to take away fat odor, but not being artificially colored or 
flavored, though sold in pound packages, is not taxable as oleomargarine 

Oleomargarine is usually defined as a product or compound made wholly 
or partly out of any fat, oil or oleaginous substance. Cook v. State, no Ala. 
40. But there is doubt whether a statute to regulate or prohibit the manu- 
facture of oleomargarine on any other ground than to prevent a fraud on the 
public through the imitation of butter, would be constitutional. State v. 
Marx, 99 N. Y. 377; Ex parte Virginia, 100 U. S. 339. Although Powell v. 
Penn., 127 U. S. 678, would seem to hold otherwise. But possibly because of 
the doubtful validity of statutes based upon any other ground, the courts have 
usually interpreted them as merely intended to prevent fraud. People v. 
Arensberg, 105 N. Y. 123; Mugler v. Kansas, 123 U. S. 623. This case sus- 
tains this view, and, since the compound under consideration could hardly 
lead to fraud, it is relieved from taxation. 



